Does higher employee wellbeing lead to higher productivity, and, ultimately, to tangible benefits to the bottom line of businesses? We survey the evidence and study this question in a metaanalysis of 339 independent research studies, including the wellbeing of 1,882,131 employees and the performance of 82,248 business units, originating from 230 independent organisations across 49 industries in the Gallup client database. We find a significant, strong positive correlation between employees' satisfaction with their company and employee productivity and customer loyalty, and a strong negative correlation with staff turnover. Ultimately, higher wellbeing at work is positively correlated with more business-unit level profitability.
Introduction
The wellbeing of employees is a good in itself. But an important question frequently arises as to whether there are any objective benefits to making the subjective wellbeing of workers a priority. Clearly, implementing policies that promote worker wellbeing can be resource-intensive. And in times of limited budgets and competing priorities, the issue often boils down to the question: is it worth it? Ultimately, businesses and policy-makers alike want to know: are there any objective returns to -or, more generally, is there a compelling business case for -spending scarce resources to ensure and enhance wellbeing in the workplace?
It is on this key question that this paper is focused. We attempt to shed light on the issue in different ways: first, we review the most recent and robust empirical evidence from the academic literature on the links between wellbeing and performance. Second, as the main contribution of this paper, we conducted a meta-analysis of research studies done by the Gallup Organization for their clients investigating the nexus between employee satisfaction and various firm performance outcomes. Taken together, the evidence very much suggests the answer to the overarching question is "yes" -there is a strong business case for promoting the wellbeing of workers. 2 The data accumulated by Gallup in their client work over the past few decades yields a rich seam of data on employee wellbeing and firm performance. In total, we study 339 independent research studies that have been accumulated by Gallup, including the wellbeing of 1, 882, 131 employees and the performance of 82,248 business units, originating from 230 independent organisations across 49 industries in 73 countries. We tabulate the correlations between employee wellbeing and various firm performance outcomes at the business-unit level, and then apply meta-analytic methods to obtain average correlations across studies, adjusted for differences in sample size, measurement error, and other statistical idiosyncrasies between the 339 original research studies. 4 Of course, correlation does not imply causation. The breadth and depth of the Gallup data provide us with unique insights into the relationship between employee wellbeing and firm performance. But we also seek to enrich this evidence with supporting, complementary empirical evidence from the academic literature. In doing so, we focus on the "causal-design" literature, and in particular, identify studies using laboratory or field experiments as well as those exploiting 'natural' experiments occurring in the real business world. Our aim is to bring together the most recent and robust studies that credibly certify (or at least strongly suggest) causality of the effect of happiness on productivity, while paying attention at the specific mechanisms through which happiness may affect productivity. This paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we review the theoretical as well as empirical literature on the relationship between employee wellbeing and productivity at the individual level. We ask the question: do happier workers work better? Then, in Section 3, we move on to the firm-level, and attempt to assess the relationship between aggregate-level wellbeing and firm performance. Here, the key question is: do the insights at the individual-level translate into tangible benefits on the bottom line of business? We first leverage the Gallup client data to provide a correlational meta-analysis, and then supplement that evidence with more causal research designs from the academic literature. Finally, in Section 4, we conclude by providing an outlook on likely future developments in the area, by identifying key gaps to date, as well as fascinating research opportunities in the future.
2.
Individual-Level Wellbeing and Productivity
Theoretical Background
Before assessing the evidence on the relationship between employee wellbeing and productivity, it is useful to first take one step back and reflect on why we might expect employee wellbeing to affect productivity in the first place. 5 Several different theories have been studied in the literature. 3 Perhaps the most long-running and widely-known is Human Relations Theory. Going back nearly a century, the human relations movement has hypothesised that higher employee wellbeing -typically measured in terms of job satisfaction (a cognitive, evaluative judgement) -is associated with higher morale, which, in turn, leads to higher productivity (see Strauss (1968) , for example). This framework is in line with research showing that positive attitudes towards a particular life domain carry with them positive behavioural implications (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975) . Following this reasoning, higher job satisfaction, with presumably more favourable attitudes towards work and the workplace, should be associated with less absenteeism or staff turnover, among other important outcomes. 4 More recently, there has been a more "emotional turn" to the research. Emotion Theory postulates that employees' emotional states can affect and drive their performance (see Staw et al. (1994) , for example). 5 There are several different channels through which this may take place.
First, positive affect -or "mood" -may itself lead to heightened motivation, and hence better job outcomes and organisational citizenship (Isen and Baron, 1991) . A further channel is through positive, stimulating arousal, either directly (Russell, 2003) or indirectly via changes in attitudes or behaviour (Baumeister et al., 2007) . 6 A related stream of work stresses the positive effect of emotions on creativity, arguing that positive affect leads to what psychologists call cognitive variation (Clore et al., 1994) . Here, three mechanisms are proposed in the psychological literature: first, positive affect increases the number of cognitive elements available for association. Second, it increases -through defocused attention -the breadth of these elements. Finally, it increases cognitive flexibility, and hence the probability that cognitive elements become associated with each other (Isen, 1999 ) -for example, helping people make connections between ideas for a new project. In other words, 3 See Judge et al. (2001) for a review of theories on the wellbeing-productivity nexus and Tenney et al. (2016) for a review of the literature more generally. 4 Conversely, expectancy-based theories of motivation postulate that employee productivity follows from the (expectation of) rewards (which may include higher wellbeing) generated by eliciting effort (Lawler and Porter, 1967; Schwab and Cummings, 1970) . Although there is no consensus about the direction of causality, empirical evidence is mounting that causality runs from employee wellbeing to productivity rather than the other way around. 5 See Lerner et al. (2015) for a more detailed overview of the effects of emotions on decision-making. 6 There is also a growing body of literature documenting the importance of emotions for risk attitudes and patience (see Meier (2018) , for example), through changing the risk or temporal appraisal of situations Keltner, 2000, 2001) , which constitutes another, indirect attitudinal channel.
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positive affect increases the number and diversity of our thoughts, helps us muse about them more intensively, and in doing so, helps us build relationships between thoughts that have previously been disconnected from each other -a perpetual, creative process bearing new thoughts and ideas.
Empirical Evidence
The nature, form, and temporal dynamics of the relationship between positive affect and creativity at work was studied by Amabile et al. (2005) . The authors employed experience sampling methods to collect -for several months -daily and monthly reports of affect and creativity from 222 employees in seven companies and three industries (chemicals, high-tech, and consumer products) working on 26 organisational projects that called for creativity. Using 11,471
daily reports of employees and peer ratings, and controlling for education level and company tenure, amongst other factors, the authors found that positive affect has a positive relationship with creativity, defined as production of novel and useful ideas and measured by asking peers to assess the creativity of employees' work.
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Is this just a case of 'reverse causality'? Amabile et al. (2005) showed that positive affect is an antecedent of creativity with an incubation period of up to two days. 8 Perhaps even more convincingly, the causal effect of affective states on creativity has been shown in the laboratory. Isen et al. (1987) , for example, induced positive affect in participants -by showing them a few minutes of a comedy film or by giving them a small bag of candy -and then administered tasks generally regarded as requiring creative ingenuity. They found that participants in the experimental condition (i.e. those with more positive affect) performed better in creative tasks than participants in the control condition. 9 Interestingly, negative affect did not produce comparable improvements in creative performance.
Besides creativity, how do emotions relate to productivity more generally? Oswald et al. (2015) conducted a series of lab experiments that randomly allocated students into either an experimental condition in which they received a happiness-enhancing treatment (like watching a ten-minute comedy clip or receiving free chocolate, fruits, and non-alcoholic drinks) or a control condition (in which they watched a calm placebo clip or received nothing at all). The participants then performed a real effort task for which they were paid a piece-rate. Increases in happiness were strongly associated with increases in productivity of up to 12% on the task (they were asked to correctly sum up numbers for ten minutes). This is a large effect that candue to the randomised experimental nature of the study -be interpreted as causal. Importantly, the authors showed that the happiness-productivity relationship goes beyond the artificial lab setting, by exploiting randomly occurring real-life shocks to wellbeing (bereavement or family illness): students who reported such shocks performed systematically worse on the task than their peers who did not.
Another piece of real-life evidence comes from De Neve and Oswald (2012) . Using data on more than 10,000 young adults in the US, and comparing siblings from the same family while also controlling for a wide range of observables including education, intelligence, physical health, and self-esteem, the authors found that individuals who reported higher levels of positive affect and life satisfaction at ages 16, 18, and 22 have significantly higher levels of earnings later in life. 10 Important pathways were a higher probability of obtaining a college degree, getting hired and promoted, and higher levels of non-cognitive skills (more optimism and extraversion, less neuroticism).
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Interestingly, a significant stream of research on individual wellbeing and workplace performance has focused on call centres. This is perhaps unsurprising, given that many tasks in this setting can be easily quantified at high-frequency intervals, for example, the number of calls or sales per hour or day. This is not true of many other professions, where researchers are forced to instead study outcomes like quarterly or annual managerial reviews (which are more problematic to interpret). 10 More specifically, a one-point difference in life satisfaction -measured by a standard five-point scale asking respondents "How satisfied are you with your life as a whole?" -at age 22 was associated with a difference in earnings of about USD 4,000 at age 29, relative to the family mean. 11 See also Clark et al. (2018) for a more comprehensive account of the predictive effects of wellbeing in early life on later-life outcomes.
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Rothbard and Wilk (2011) studied affect and productivity of call centre agents in two call centres of a large insurance company. The authors were particularly interested in how start-ofworkday mood affects how call centre agents see interactions with customers, how they feel subsequent to them, and how these feelings affect their (objective) work productivity and quality of work. Employing experience sampling methods, the authors recorded affect -covering positive mood such as being excited, enthusiastic, upset, or irritable -daily over a period of three weeks, at the start of the workday and subsequent to calls. The authors showed that startof-workday mood, or mood before calls more generally, did indeed affect the productivity of call centre agents: positive affect subsequent to calls related to better quality of work, whereas negative affect was positively associated with quantity -that is, more calls in total.
12 Coviello et al. (2017) , using a simple daily questionnaire, tracked the mood of more than 2,700 call centre agents located in nine different call centres for over a year. 13 The authors found that better mood decreases the number of calls per hour, or average call duration in minutes.
This finding held even after controlling for individual fixed effects (including, for example, the innate ability of call centre agents) as well as leveraging variation in local weather patterns that may affect mood. A potential mechanism they discuss is that better mood may lead to a heightened vulnerability to social distractions, i.e. call centre agents in better mood may talk more with each other than clients on the phone (Cunningham, 1988; Pacheco-Unguetti and Parmentier, 2016 ). Although call centres offer an interesting real-world laboratory to study wellbeing and performance, some of the performance metrics are difficult to interpret. This is especially true for the number of calls. In particular, Coviello et al. (2017) rightly note that the number of calls is not necessarily a good measure of productivity: to the extent that an increase in the number of calls comes at the expense of actual call quality (which may be the case for a call centre agent in bad mood), it is difficult to interpret an increase in the number of calls as an increase in productivity per se (in fact, it could be interpreted as a decrease). Staw and Barsade (1993) tested the question of whether positive or negative affect leads to better performance at the management level. Contrary to call centre agents, the work of managers is less structured, and when it comes to decision-making, potentially more influenced by affect than routine tasks. The authors conducted managerial simulations (in which 111 firstyear MBA students were required to run a fictitious production plant) as part of a weekend assessment centre, including a three-hour in-basket exercise (an exercise in which participants have to work themselves through a simulated inbox under time pressure) with 21 different decision items. They found that management students with higher levels of positive affect did perform better in terms of interpersonal tasks (within-group discussions) and overall decisionmaking. Zelenski et al. (2008) confirm this result in a study of 75 directors employed in the private sector and the Canadian federal government: managers with higher levels of positive affect rated their productivity higher than their peers.
Overall, the literature at the individual level suggests a positive impact of mood on performance. However, the sign (and to some extent size) of the impact of positive affect on performance seems to be context-specific. It depends, in particular, on the tasks being completed and the working environment. Applying meta-analytical methods, and hence averaging across many studies, Lyubomirsky et al. (2005) conclude that this impact is, on average, positive.
Employee Wellbeing and Firm Performance
Having looked at the relationship between wellbeing and productivity at the individual level, we now zoom out, and look at this relationship at the firm level. We first present results from novel empirical analyses in collaboration with the Gallup Organization, analysing its extensive 10 client database to study the relationship between employee wellbeing and various firm performance outcomes. We then supplement this analysis with other, supporting evidence from the literature.
In general, we expect the direct effects of "happier workers working better" identified previously to translate into positive impacts at the aggregate firm level. But beyond immediate, direct effects of mood on motivation and productivity, we also expect there to be more slowly moving and indirect effects. We thus look additionally at employee recruitment and turnoverthe extent to which more satisfied workplaces are more likely to attract and retain talented workers -and at customer loyalty and satisfaction, which are particularly relevant in service industries where employees are in direct contact with customers.
Meta-Analysis of the Gallup Employee Wellbeing Database
Over the years, Gallup has accumulated 339 independent research studies -conducted as proprietary research for clients -that include data on employee wellbeing as well as firm performance. In total, these studies include (partly repeated) observations on the wellbeing of 1,882,131 employees and performance of 82,248 business units, originating from 230 independent organisations across 49 industries in 73 countries. We calculated, for each of the 82,248 business units, the correlation between employee wellbeing and various firm performance outcomes. 15 This gives us a unique, rich (yet diverse) source of data to study the relationship between employee wellbeing and firm performance in the field.
The 339 research studies are largely context-specific, varying not only with respect to organisation and industry but also with respect to geographical location and observation period.
We therefore employ meta-analytic methods that enable us to integrate the findings accumu-lated across the different studies and produce generalisable insights, by controlling for differences between studies resulting from sample size, measurement error, or other artefacts, to eliminate biases (Schmidt and Hunter, 2015) .
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Our approach involved three steps: first, we aggregated employee wellbeing and the respective (context-specific) performance outcome at the business-unit level for each of the 339 research studies. Second, we calculated the business-unit-level correlation between employee wellbeing and performance outcomes for each study. Finally, we applied our meta-analytical toolkit to obtain a single, adjusted (i.e. non-context-specific) average correlation between employee wellbeing and the respective performance outcome.
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Employee Wellbeing Measures. Gallup has been including wellbeing measures routinely in all of its studies since 1997 (Harter and Schmidt, 2008; Harter and Agrawal, 2011 Aggregating over the twelve five-point scales yields an overall measure of engagement. We use employee engagement for sensitivity analyses, expecting to find effects of employee engagement on firm performance that are similar if not stronger than those of employee satisfaction. 21 Not every study in the Gallup client database includes every business-unit-level performance outcome: for 94 organisations, there are studies on customer loyalty, for 140 on employee productivity, for 85 on profitability, and for 106 on staff turnover. 22 The net promoter score is a customer-satisfaction benchmark commonly used in market research to provide insight into market growth prospects based on participant satisfaction, with scores ranging from -100 to +100 (Reichheld, 2003) . 23 Whenever necessary, we controlled for geographical location (i.e. local market characteristics) when calculating business-unit-level correlations between employee wellbeing and profitability, in order to make profitability figures more comparable.
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 Staff Turnover. Staff turnover was defined as the percentage of (voluntary) turnover per business unit.
Methods. Our meta-analytical methods (see Schmidt and Hunter (2015) for more details) corrected for heterogeneity within each category of performance outcome. After calculating the correlation between employee wellbeing and the respective performance outcome at the level of each business unit, correlations were aggregated and adjusted for differences in sample size, measurement error, and other statistical artefacts or idiosyncrasies between the 339 original research studies, to obtain true score correlations.
Results. Figure 1 shows true score correlations between employee satisfaction and firm performance as means, taken across all industries and regions. All correlations are in the hypothesised direction. Previous research has shown high generalisability of correlations across studies (Harter et al., 2015) . Notes: The figure plots adjusted average correlation coefficients between employee satisfaction and different performance outcomes originating from a meta-analysis of 339 independent research studies that include observations on the wellbeing of 1,882,131 employees and performance of 82,248 business units. See Section 3 for a description of the procedure. See Table 1  for the corresponding table and Table A4 in the Appendix for a breakdown of studies.
14 As can be seen, employee satisfaction has a substantial positive correlation with customer loyalty and a substantial negative correlation with staff turnover. The correlation between employee satisfaction and productivity is positive (0.2). Importantly, higher customer loyalty and employee productivity, as well as lower staff turnover, are also reflected in higher profitability, as evidenced by a positive correlation between employee satisfaction and profitability (0.16).
Does the importance of employee wellbeing for firm performance differ by industry? Figure   2a sheds light on this question. Notes: The figure plots adjusted average correlation coefficients between employee satisfaction and different performance outcomes, by industry, originating from a meta-analysis of 339 independent research studies that include observations on the wellbeing of 1,882,131 employees and performance of 82,248 business units. See Section 3 for a description of the procedure. See Table 2a for the corresponding table and Table A4 in the Appendix for a breakdown of studies.
Conducting our meta-analysis separately by industry (distinguishing finance, retail, services, and manufacturing sectors), we find that there is a gradient in the importance of employee satisfaction for the different performance outcomes by industry. 24 For most outcomes -customer loyalty, business-unit productivity, and staff turnover -employee satisfaction is most important in finance, followed by retail, and then closely, by services. 25 However, these industry differences in correlations have highly overlapping 95% confidence intervals on nearly all outcomes.
The correlation between employee satisfaction and productivity appears to be somewhat stronger in the finance industry than in other industries. Perhaps surprisingly, for services and retail, employee satisfaction has a positive but lower relationship with profitability. Even so, the 95% confidence intervals fall almost entirely in the positive range and overlap with the finance industry interval. For manufacturing, we find that employee satisfaction has the lowest correlation with productivity but the strongest with profitability amongst all industry sectors.
Further research will likely be focused on identifying why such differences exist across industries. One reason for the particularly strong link between wellbeing and productivity in the finance industry might have something to do with working conditions in that sector. Although employees in finance have, on average, a higher pay than those in retail, services, and manufacturing, income is not the only -or perhaps even the most important -determinant of employee wellbeing. In fact, workplace characteristics such as little stress at work or work-life balance have been shown to be equally, if not more, important for employee wellbeing than pay (Krekel et al., 2018) . Such characteristics, however, may be relatively less dominant in the finance industry than in other industries, suggesting that there is potentially more room in the financial sector for employee wellbeing to unlock positive productivity outcomes. Manufacturing organisations are often highly focused on process efficiency and safety as primary metrics within plants. Process efficiency and safety relate directly to the bottom line as they relate to costs. Job attitudes are likely to relate to discretionary effort that then impacts quality, efficiency, and safety within manufacturing plants and teams, possibly explaining the higher correlation between employee satisfaction and profitability.
We also ran our meta-analysis separately by region, to look at regional differences in the importance of employee wellbeing for firm performance. Because of the large number of studies conducted in the US, in our analysis, we can only distinguish the US from non-US regions. Figure 2b shows the findings of our separate meta-analysis by region. Table 2b for the corresponding table and Table A4 in the Appendix for a breakdown of studies.
As can be seen, we find some evidence that employee satisfaction tends to be more important for performance outcomes in non-US regions, with the exception of staff turnover, for which it is the opposite. 95% confidence intervals for US and non-US regions are, however, highly overlapping, indicating that differences in correlations are likely due to study artefacts rather than true regional differences.
Finally, we replicated our meta-analysis for employee engagement instead of employee satisfaction, examining the relationship between employee engagement and firm performance, on average as well as separately by industry and by region. 26 We find that, when comparing adjusted average correlations for employee satisfaction with those for employee engagement, there are few differences in strength or relative rank, neither for findings at mean value nor for findings separately by industry or by region. The importance of employee engagement for performance outcomes are more homogeneously distributed across industry sectors. These con- In sum, aggregating data from 339 independent research studies that include observations on the wellbeing of 1,882,131 employees and performance of 82,248 business units, from 230 independent organisations across 49 industries in 73 countries, we find that employee wellbeing is consistently positively correlated with firm performance.
Wellbeing has a substantial positive correlation with customer loyalty and a substantial, negative correlation with staff turnover. That is, in addition to the individual-level evidence -based largely on Emotion Theory -focusing on affective states and showing immediate effects of mood on productivity, there also seems to be strong evidence -more in line with Human Relations Theory -that employee satisfaction plays a significant role in retaining and motivating the workforce.
Employee wellbeing in the Gallup data is positively correlated with employee productivity, and ultimately, profitability. The relative strength of the correlation with profitability is somewhat weaker, but this is expected given that profit is a downstream outcome in the hypothesised causal chain from job attitudes to operational outcomes to financial outcomes. Utility analysis of the practical value of the correlation between employee engagement and profitability suggests a 21% difference in profit between top and bottom quartile business units on employee engagement (Harter et al., 2015) . The practical value of the size of correlations depicted in this meta-analysis has been calculated in previous studies as non-trivial (Harter et al., 2002 (Harter et al., , 2015 .
Although there is -depending on how employee wellbeing is measured -evidence of some differences by industry, the overall importance of employee wellbeing for key firm performance outcomes seems largely universal.
Literature on the Causal Effect of Employee Wellbeing on Firm Performance
From this correlational meta-analysis, we are unable to make any strong causal claim about the relationship between employee wellbeing and firm performance. 27 To make such claims, we need longitudinal data -repeated observations of employee wellbeing and firm performance over time -and some sort of randomised experimental intervention or policy change as a source 27 Note, however, that many of the studies in the meta-analysis, by design, include performance measures that trail employee satisfaction or engagement measures, suggesting some predictive evidence.
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of exogenous variation (which affects employee wellbeing without directly affecting firm performance), to reduce concerns about omitted variables that may be simultaneously driving employee wellbeing and firm performance.
Evidence from Within Firms over Time
One initial piece of longitudinal evidence comes from Harter et al. (2010) who studied the relationship between employee engagement and financial performance by exploiting temporal variation in the Gallup client database. The authors found that employee engagement and profitability are reciprocally related (i.e. they influence each other over time). 28 However, employee engagement at time t is a stronger predictor of profitability at time t+1 than vice versa, whereby (short-term) outcomes such as customer loyalty and staff turnover are important mediators of this relationship. 29 Although establishing this temporal-causal (also referred to as Grangercausal) relationship between employee engagement and financial performance does not solve issues of omitted or "third" variables, it is yet another piece of evidence for a causal effect of employee wellbeing on firm performance. Bloom et al. (2015) conducted an experiment on flexible work practices at a NASDAQlisted Chinese travel agency with more than 16,000 employees, in which call centre agents (who volunteered to participate in the experiment) were randomly assigned to either working from home (the treatment group) or working in the office (the business-as-usual control group) for a period of nine months. The authors found that, at the end of the experiment, call centre agents who were working from home experienced fewer negative and more positive emotions, less exhaustion, and reported a higher overall life satisfaction compared to call centre agents who were working in the office. 28 In a similar longitudinal analysis using the same data source, Agrawal and Harter (2010) study the propagation of employee engagement along the organisational hierarchy over time. The authors find that executive engagement at time t affects middle-management engagement at time t+1 and front-line engagement at time t+2, i.e. engagement cascades from leadership to middle management and then to the front line. 29 This finding is somewhat different from Koys (2001) , who shows that employee attitudes and behaviour (measured in terms of employee satisfaction and organisational citizenship related to conscientiousness, altruism, sportsmanship, and courtesy) at time t are predictive of organisational effectiveness (measured in terms of profitability and customer satisfaction) at time t+1, but organisational effectiveness at time t is not predictive of employee attitudes and behaviour at time t+1. The context of this study, however, is quite specific: the author studies the relationship between employee wellbeing and firm performance at a regional restaurant chain.
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Importantly, working from home also led to a 13% increase in performance, of which 9% was due to working more minutes per shift (attributed to fewer breaks and sick days) and 4% due to taking more calls per minute (attributed to a quieter working environment); staff turnover halved. 30 After the success of the experiment (the company estimated to save about USD 2,000
annually per call centre agent working from home), the scheme was rolled out for the entire workforce (including giving workers who participated in the experiment the opportunity to change their working location again). This change almost doubled performance gains, to 22%, stressing the importance of selection and learning of workers about their own working preferences and styles.
Two other studies on flexible work practices stand out. Moen et al. (2011) examined the causal effect of switching from standard to more flexible, results-oriented working time at Best
Buy, a large US retailer. By exploiting the staggered implementation of the scheme in its corporate headquarters, the authors found that staff turnover amongst employees who were exposed to the scheme dropped by 45.5% eight months after implementation. More flexible work practices also moderated turnover effects of negative home-to-work spillovers (i.e. when responsibilities at home reduce the effort employees can devote to their jobs).
In a related study, however, Moen et al. (2016) showed that a similar organisational intervention -aimed at promoting greater employee control over working time at an IT companyreduced burnout, perceived stress, and psychological distress, while raising job satisfaction (with benefits larger for women) twelve months after the intervention. Taken together, both studies suggest that organisational interventions aimed at raising employee wellbeing, for example, through raising employees' autonomy over their working time, bear positively upon performance outcomes at the aggregate firm level -a win-win situation for both employees and employers. 30 As a possible side effect, the authors document that participants in the treatment group were less likely to get promoted conditional on performance. Leslie et al. (2012) show, in both a field study at a Fortune 500 company and a lab experiment, that flexible work practices may result in a career penalty in case that managers attribute their use as being motivated by reasons related to personal lives (as may have been the case for call centre agents who volunteered to participate in the experiment). However, to the extent that mangers attribute the use of flexible work practices to reasons related to efficiency or organisational needs, their use may actually result in a career premium.
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A final example comes from the National Health Service (NHS) in the UK. Powell et al.
(2014) used a large-scale longitudinal dataset generated from NHS staff surveys in 2009, 2010, and 2010 . The authors found that better staff experience is associated with better outcomes for both employees and patients, and in particular, that higher wellbeing -measured, amongst others, in terms of job satisfaction -and better job design are linked to lower levels of absenteeism and higher levels of patient satisfaction.
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Evidence from Between Firms
We now move from studies looking at single companies and organisational interventions to studies examining several companies pooled together. Böckerman and Ilmakunnas (2012) The measure of job satisfaction used was a multi-item summed scale, including items on support from immediate managers and colleagues, freedom to choose methods of working, amount of responsibility, opportunities to use skills, the extent to which trust is seen as to value the work of staff, and recognition for good work. 32 Böckerman and Ilmakunnas (2012) estimated production function specifications in which job satisfaction -lagged to reduce concerns about reverse causality -is regressed on value added per hours worked at the plant level alongside controls for establishment and employer characteristics. The authors do not find a significant effect of job satisfaction on sales per employee as an alternative measure of productivity. However, this may have been an artefact of the manufacturing sector. 33 Job satisfaction was measured asking employees about nine aspects of their job, including pay, sense of achievement, scope for using initiative, influence over their job, training, opportunity to develop their 21 average job satisfaction and performance outcomes at the establishment level (but not for jobrelated affect), in both cross-section (using the year 2011 only) and two-period panel with establishment fixed effects (using both the years 2004 and 2011). 34 Wellbeing had an impact on financial performance, labour productivity, quality of product or service, and an aggregated performance measure combining all other performance outcomes, even when controlling for establishment, industry, and regional characteristics as well as when looking longitudinally at firms over time. Although it is difficult to assess the exact size of these effects (performance measures are subjective scores reported by managers), the fact that job satisfaction affects all performance outcomes (with the exception of labour productivity in the two-period panel)
across workplaces is strong evidence for a positive impact of employee wellbeing on firm performance.
Finally, the findings above match those of Green (2010) , who found that job satisfaction is a better predictor for quits than job-related affect (see also Lévy-Garboua et al. (2007) on the predictive power of job satisfaction for quits).
Evidence from Stock Market Performance
Do firms with higher levels of employee wellbeing perform better on the stock market? To answer this question, Edmans (2011) studied the relationship between employee satisfaction and long-run stock returns using a value-weighted portfolio of the "100 Best Companies to Work for in America". 35 The ratings are based on survey responses from a randomly chosen 250 employees per company (asking about areas such as job satisfaction and attitudes towards management) and publicly available information (demographic make-up, pay and benefits programmes, and culture). The data show that, during the period 1984 to 2009, the "100 Best Companies to Work for in America" had an annual four-factor alpha -a measure of excess stock skills, job security, involvement in decisions, and the work itself, which, when combined, yield an aggregate score of job satisfaction. Job-related affect was constructed similarly, asking employees whether they felt tense, uneasy, worried, gloomy, depressed, or miserable over the past few weeks. 34 Interestingly, Bryson et al. (2017) also test for reverse causality in their two-period panel, by regressing employee wellbeing in 2011 on firm performance in 2004. They do not find evidence for causality running from firm performance to employee wellbeing, suggesting -in line with Harter et al. (2010) that causality runs rather the other way around, from employee wellbeing to firm performance. 35 The annual ranking is compiled by the Great Places to Work Institute in San Francisco, which rates organisations on four domains, including credibility, respect, fairness, and pride and camaraderie.
22 market return -of 3.5%. Furthermore, they earned 2.1% higher stock returns than the industry average and had more positive earnings surprises and announcement returns.
36
The relationship between employee wellbeing and stock market returns can also be replicated for the "Gallup Great Workplace Award" winners. In a recent study, the organisation compared the earnings per share of seventeen award winners, covering six industries and ranging in size between 800 and 250,000 employees, with their industry equivalents during the period 2011 to 2015 (Gallup, 2017) . The data show that winners grew about 4.3 times faster during that period than their equivalents. These findings are consistent with our results above, and more generally with Human Relations Theory, which argues that higher employee wellbeing causes better firm performance through better recruitment, higher employee motivation, and lower staff turnover. The importance of human resource management, however, may differ around the world, depending on the complementarity of labour market institutions. Indeed, in a recent paper, Edmans et al. (2017) extended the "100 Best Companies to Work For" analysis beyond the US, covering fourteen countries with different institutional settings. The authors found that higher job satisfaction was associated with superior long-run returns, current valuation ratios, future profitability, and earnings surprises only in flexible labour markets such as the US or the UK. Results for more rigid labour markets as in the Scandinavian countries or in Germany, however, were not statistically significant. 38 This suggests that in contexts where firms face lower barriers to
36 Edmans (2012) shows that returns even range between 2.3% and 3.8% if the years 2010 and 2011 are also included. 37 The winners experienced a 115% growth in earnings per share during that period, whereas their equivalents experienced growth of only 27%. 38 A sharper theoretical distinction is the difference between liberal and coordinated market economies (Hall and Soskice, 2001) : in coordinated market economics, where state-facilitated, top-down coordination in employer-employee relations already ensures minimum standards for worker welfare, the marginal cost of spending on additional welfare may be higher than its marginal benefit, or in other words,
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hiring and firing and where worker welfare is not outsourced to "cushioning" labour market institutions, corporate social responsibility may yield higher returns.
Outlook
At the outset of this paper, we posed a relatively simple question: is there a compelling business case for promoting worker wellbeing? Overall, the balance of the evidence -both the old and the new that we have presented here -is very much in favour that there are measurable, objective benefits to wellbeing in terms of employee productivity and firm performance.
We began by looking at the relationship between wellbeing and productivity at the individual level and showed -by discussing findings from both field and lab -how higher levels of wellbeing are associated with more creativity and better task performance. Whether it is an effort task in a university lab or the real-life setting of a call centre, wellbeing is positively correlated with productivity. The evidence base is steadily mounting that this correlation is in fact a causal relationship (running from wellbeing to productivity).
We then panned away from the individual-level and looked at this relationship at the aggregate firm level. Conducting a meta-analysis of the extensive client database of the Gallup Organization, we showed that higher levels of employee wellbeing also manifest themselves in improved key firm performance outcomes, including customer loyalty, profitability, and staff turnover (although to a different degree depending on industry sector, an interesting area of future research).
Finally, we complemented our own analysis with empirical evidence at the firm-level from the wider, causal-design literature. We looked, in particular, at interventions targeting flexible work practices and studies linking employer and employee data. Again, a clear positive relationship can be seen between employee wellbeing and various measures of performance. Firms with higher levels of employee wellbeing also tend to do better in terms of stock market performance and growth.
spending on worker welfare may already be in the range of diminishing returns. In liberal market economies, however, corporate social responsibility may have more benefits to workers and firms.
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There are a number of limitations and exciting avenues for future research. First and foremost, we did not (and could not) present here a full account of the benefits of wellbeing at work:
besides direct benefits in terms of employee productivity (and ultimately, firm performance), there are, of course, many other benefits to wellbeing at work such as better health and longevity (De Neve et al., 2013; Graham, 2017) , which do not only indirectly contribute to employee productivity but also have wider, society-wide benefits beyond the world of work. Benefits presented here should thus be interpreted as a lower bound.
Second, although we studied the returns to employee wellbeing in terms of employee productivity and firm performance, we did not study which workplace wellbeing investments The evidence we have presented here is suggestive of a strong, positive relationship between employee wellbeing, employee productivity, and firm performance. Raising the wellbeing of society is a central goal for policy-makers, and it is a goal that is not in opposition to the interests of the business community. There is an important role for business leaders to play in being a strong positive force for raising the wellbeing of society. Figure A1 : Correlation Between Employee Engagement and Firm Performance (Gallup, 95% Confidence Intervals) . Notes:
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Appendix Figures
The figure plots adjusted average correlation coefficients between employee engagement and different performance outcomes originating from a meta-analysis of 339 independent research studies that include observations on the wellbeing of 1,882,131 employees and performance of 82,248 business units. See Section 3 for a description of the procedure. See Table A1 for the  corresponding table and Table A5 for a breakdown of studies. Figure A2a : Correlation Between Employee Engagement and Firm Performance, by Industry (Gallup, 95% Confidence Intervals) . Notes: The figure plots adjusted average correlation coefficients between employee engagement and different performance outcomes, by industry, originating from a meta-analysis of 339 independent research studies that include observations on the wellbeing of 1,882,131 employees and performance of 82,248 business units. See Section 3 for a description of the procedure. See Table A2a for the corresponding table and Table A5 for a breakdown of studies. Figure A2b : Correlation Between Employee Engagement and Firm Performance, by Region (Gallup, 95% Confidence Intervals) . Notes: The figure plots adjusted average correlation coefficients between employee engagement and different performance outcomes, by industry, originating from a meta-analysis of 339 independent research studies that include observations on the wellbeing of 1,882,131 employees and performance of 82,248 business units. See Section 3 for a description of the procedure. See Table A2b for the corresponding table and Table A5 for a breakdown of studies. 
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